to take on the "experts'' and consider UFOs seriously
even in the fairly recent past.

Finally the "laughter curtain' mentioned earlier has
not only kept most sighters from reporting their sightings
but has kept many newsmen and scientists from risking
their professional reputations by sticking their necks
out to request funds for investigation of UFOs. In the
case of the scientists, I can personally testify that my
managers at two different major manufacturing concerns
requested that I not make any public statements about
UFOs because they were afraid such statements might
jeopardize existing and potential development contracts
from the government. Two PhD scientists in responsible
positions with large employers in the LA area reluctantly
turned down invitations to testify at the Congressional
hearings in July of 1968 because their employers told
them to maintain a low visibility with regard to their UFO
activities. If this smells like coercion or censorship —
it is certainly not the first or the last time employers
have put the lid on their employees about controversial
subjects.

The strange part about all this is that almost every-
body who believes in UFOs behaves as if they believe
that nobody else but themselves believes in UFOs —
despite the fact that all the Polls show that a majority of
the people around, c¢specially the younger ones, believe
in the reality of UFOs with the percentage of believers
increasing as the education level increased and the age
decreased. This is why I think that a few of the right
people speaking out can very quickly create a landslide of
interest and support since all it takes is somebody to
"tap' the interest and existing belief. Sometimes I sce
my own role as that of the boy in the tale of the i-:mperor':J
clothes pointing out that as everybody knows but is afraid
to admit, the case against the UFO is bare of reason,
and factual backing and cannot compare with the full dress
suit of facts supporting UFO reality.

Incidentally, I know that most naysaying scientists
and newsmen haven't studied the facts about UFOs be-
cause I ask my audiences how many have read each of
the four most useful sources of information about UFOs
including "Project Blue Book Special Report 14", "The
UFO Evidence", ""The Symposium on UFOs,'" and even the
""Scientific Study of Unidentified Flying Objects' (the
Condon Report). Perhaps 2-3% have looked at the
Condon report but almost invariably the percentage who
have examined the others is less than 1%. One might
say ignorance is bliss.

MYSTERY: Why was Condon so negative?
Was it a government-sponsored whitewash?

Condon's contribution to the University of Colorado
study was certainly negative and his actions since the
publication of the study even more so. For example,
he published a vicious, mindless paper "UFOs I have
Loved and Lost' after the completion of the report with
no useful information about UFOs, though he had just
spent $539, 000 of our money to study UFOs. He refused
to participate in and tried very hard to prevent the hold-
ing of three sessions of papers on UFOs by PhD level
scientists at the annual meeting of the American Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Science in Boston in
December 1969, sending a seven-page letter to the mem-
bers of the board of trustces of the AAAS as well as to
Spiro Agnew, etc. He became almost livid to the editors
of technical magazines who had provided "straight” coverH
age of his UFO study.

1 had several phone conversations and some corres-
pondence with Condon. I do not believe he mouthed a
government-spongored whitewash, Ido believe that he,
like Donald Menzel, William Markowitz, Philip Klass,
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